Jan. 2, 1978 


FROM: Howard Roffman 

TO: Fan3 & Watchers of Mark Lane 

RE: Mark Lane's Scholarship or lack thereof. 

On December 26, 1977, the New York Times printed an article 
about a CIA cable to discredit the Warren Commission. I was curious 
to see the Times' account, for I had read another account of the cable 
in an appendix to Lane's Code Name: Zorro . I have never seen the 
original cable, but a comparison of Lane's and the Times' version 
tells a lot — about Mark Lane. 

The April 1 , 1967 cable was apparently intended to instruct 
personnel overseas how to respond to criticism of the Warren Commission, 
i.e., how to deflate it and discredit the critics. 

The Times article notes that the cable singled out Lane's and 
Epstein's books for attack. It then quotes the cable verbatim: 

"Although Mark Lane's book is much less convincing than Epstein's 
and comes off badly where contested by knowledgeable critics, 
it is also much more difficult to answer as a whole, as one 
becomes lost in a morass of unrelated details." 

Here is how Lane represents this sentence, the -only time he 
describes the cable's specific reference to his book: 

"The CIA document explained that 'Mark Lane's book' is 'more 

difficult to answer as a whole.'" ( CN :2 . p. 302) 

Thus, Lane omits the CIA's unfavorable characterization of the book 
("much less convincing'' and "comes off badly...") and quotes the sentence 
out of context to make it seem as if the book is "difficult to answer" 
because it is a solid v/ork. 

This is vintage Lane. 




